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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COI
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW
STATE OF NEW YORK, by Attorney General
DENNIS C. VACCO,
STATE OF ALABAMA, by Attorney General
JEFF SESSIONS,

Civil Action No.

STATE OF ALASKA, by Attorney General
BRUCE BOTELHO
STATE OF ARIZONA, by Attorney General
GRANT WOODS,
STATE OF ARKANSAS, by Attorney General
WINSTON BRYANT,
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, by Attorney
General DANIEL E. LUNGREN,
STATE OF COLORADO, by Attorney General
GALE A. NORTON,
STATE OF CONNECTICUT, by Attorney
General RICHARD BLUMENTHAL,
STATE OF DELAWARE, by Attorney General
M. JANE BRADY,
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, by Corporation
Counsel GARLAND PINKSTON,
STATE OF FLORIDA, by Attorney General
ROBERT A. BUTTERWORTH,
STATE OF GEORGIA, by Attorney General
MICHAEL J. BOWERS,
STATE OF HAWAII, by Attorney General
MARGERY S. BRONSTER,
STATE OF IDAHO, by Attorney General
ALAN G. LANCE,
STATE OF ILLINOIS, by Attorney General
JIM RYAN,
STATE OF INDIANA, by Attorney General
PAMELA CARTER,
STATE OF IOWA, by Attorney General
THOMAS J. MILLER,

Jury Trial
Demanded

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF NEW YORK

---------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------- x
STATE OF NEW YORK, by Attorney General
DENNIS C. VACCO,

:
:

STATE OF ALABAMA, by Attorney General
JEFF SESSIONS,

:
:

STATE OF ALASKA, by Attorney General
BRUCE BOTELHO

:
:

STATE OF ARIZONA, by Attorney General
GRANT WOODS,

:
:

STATE OF ARKANSAS, by Attorney General
WINSTON BRYANT,

:
:

STATE OF CALIFORNIA, by Attorney
General DANIEL ,E. LUN^REN,

:
:

STATE OF COLORADO, by Attorney General
GALE A. NORTON,

:
:

STATE OF CONNECTICUT, by Attorney
General RICHARD BLUMENTHAL,

:
:

STATE OF DELAWARE, by Attorney General
M. JANE BRADY,

:
:

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, by Corporation
Counsel GARLAND PINKSTON,

:
:

STATE OF FLORIDA, by Attorney General
ROBERT A. BUTTERWORTH,

:
:

STATE OF GEORGIA, by Attorney General
MICHAEL J. BOWERS,

:
:

STATE OF HAWAII, by Attorney General
MARGERY S. BRONSTER,

:
:

STATE OF IDAHO, by Attorney General
ALAN G. LANCE,

:
:

STATE OF ILLINOIS, by Attorney General
JIM RYAN,

:
:

STATE OF INDIANA, by Attorney General
PAMELA CARTER,

:
:

STATE OF IOWA, by Attorney General
THOMAS J. MILLER,

:
:

Civil Action No.

Jury Trial
Demanded

STATE OF KANSAS, by Attorney General
CARLA J. STOVALL,
COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY, by Attorney
General CHRIS GORMAN,
STATE OF LOUISIANA, by Attorney General
RICHARD IEYOUB,
STATE OF MAINE, by Attorney General
ANDREW KETTERER,
STATE OF MARYLAND, by Attorney
General J. JOSEPH CURRAN, JR.
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS, by
Attorney General SCOTT HARSHBARGER,
STATE OF MICHIGAN, by Attorney General
FRANK J. KELLEY,
STATE OF MINNESOTA, by Attorney
General HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, III
STATE OF MISSISSIPPI, by Attorney
General MIKE MOORE,
STATE OF MISSOURI, by Attorney General
JEREMIAH W. NIXON,
STATE OF MONTANA, by Attorney
General JOSEPH P. MAZUREK,
STATE OF NEBRASKA, by Attorney General
DON STENBERG,
STATE OF NEVADA, by Attorney General
FRANKIE SUE DEL PAPA,
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, by Attorney
General JEFFREY R. HOWARD,
STATE OF NEW JERSEY, by Attorney
General DEBORAH T. PORITZ,
STATE OF NEW MEXICO, by Attorney
General TOM UDALL,
STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA, by Attorney
General MICHAEL F. EASLEY,
STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, by Attorney
General HEIDI HEITKAMP,

STATE OF OHIO, by Attorney General
BETTY D. MONTGOMERY,
STATE OF OKLAHOMA, by Attorney General
DREW EDMONDSON,
STATE OF OREGON, by Attorney General
THEODORE R. KULONGSKI,
COMMONWEALTH OF PENNSYLVANIA, by
Attorney General ERNEST D. PREATE, JR.
COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO RICO, by
Attorney General PEDRO R. PIERLUISI
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND, by Attorney
General JEFFREY B. PINE,
STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA, by Attorney
General CHARLES MOLONY CONDON
STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA, by Attorney
General MARK W. BARNETT,
STATE OF TENNESSEE, by Attorney
General PATRICIA J. COTTRELL,
STATE OF TEXAS, by Attorney General
DAN MORALES,
STATE OF UTAH, by Attorney General
JAN GRAHAM,
STATE OF VERMONT, by Attorney General
JEFFREY L. AMESTOY,
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA, by Attorney
General JAMES S. GILMORE, III,
STATE OF WASHINGTON, by Attorney
General CHRISTINE O. GREGOIRE
STATE OF WEST VIRGINIA, by Attorney
General DARRELL V. McGRAW. J R . ,
STATE OF WISCONSIN, by Attorney General
JAMES E. DOYLE,
STATE OF WYOMING, by Attorney General
WILLIAM U. HILL,
Plaintiffs,

V.

REEBOK INTERNATIONAL LTD.,
THE ROCKPORT COMPANY, INC.,
JOHN DOES 1-500,
Defendants.
X
COMPLAINT
I.
SUMMARY OF COMPLAINT
The Plaintiffs STATES OF NEW YORK, ALABAMA, ALASKA, ARKANSAS,
ARIZONA,

CALIFORNIA,

COLORADO,

CONNECTICUT,

DELAWARE,

FLORIDA,

GEORGIA, HAWAII, IDAHO, ILLINOIS, INDIANA, IOWA, KANSAS, KENTUCKY,
LOUISIANA,

MAINE,

MARYLAND,

MASSACHUSETTS,

MISSISSIPPI,

MISSOURI, MONTANA,

NEW

NEW

JERSEY,

MEXICO,

NEBRASKA,

NORTH

MICHIGAN,

NEVADA,

CAROLINA,

NORTH

MINNESOTA,

NEW HAMPSHIRE,
DAKOTA,

OHIO,

OKLAHOMA, OREGON, PENNSYLVANIA, RHODE ISLAND, SOUTH CAROLINA, SOUTH
DAKOTA, TENNESSEE, TEXAS, UTAH, VERMONT, VIRGINIA, WASHINGTON, WEST
VIRGINIA,

WISCONSIN,

COMMONWEALTH

OF

WYOMING,

PUERTO

RICO

REEBOK

the DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA and the
("the

against

Defendants

COMPANY,

INC. and JOHN DOES 1-500,

States")

INTERNATIONAL

bring

LTD.,

this
THE

action

ROCKPORT

in their sovereign capacities

and as parens patriae on behalf of all natural persons residing in
their States who purchased certain Reebok brand footwear ("affected
Reebok

product")

during

the

period

of

the

illegal

conspiracy

alleged herein, January 1, 1990 to December 31, 1994 ("the relevant
period").

The States seek injunctive relief, civil penalties, and

monetary damages to remedy and compensate for injuries sustained
as a result of Defendants' violation of the antitrust laws of the

United States and the antitrust laws of the States.
allege

that

Defendants

fixed the retail prices

Plaintiffs

of the affected

Reebok product.

II.
JURISDICTION AND VENUE
1.

This Complaint is filed and the jurisdiction and

venue of the Court are invoked under the provisions of 28 U.S.C.
§§

13 31

and

1337

and

15 U.S.C.

§§

15,

15c

and

26

to

recover

monetary relief for injuries sustained and for injunctive relief
against Defendants' price fixing conspiracy in violation of Section
1 of the Sherman Act, 15 U.S.C. § 1.
2.

The Defendants herein are found or reside in New

York State and do business in the State.
3.

Venue is proper in this district under Section 12

of the Clayton Act,

15 U.S.C.

§ 22 and 28 U.S.C.

§§ 1391(b)

and

(c), because the Defendants are found, reside or do business within
the Southern District of New York or because the claims alleged
arose, in part, in this judicial district.
4.

The complaint also alleges violations of the state

antitrust statutes set forth in Sections IX - LX.

All claims under

federal and state law are based upon a common nucleus of operative
facts and the entire action commenced by this Complaint constitutes
a single

case which would ordinarily be tried

in one

judicial

proceeding.
5.

This Court has pendent jurisdiction over the claims
5

based upon State law.

Pendent jurisdiction should be exercised in

the interests of judicial economy, convenience and fairness.

III.
DEFINITIONS
6.

As used herein:
a.

"Affected Reebok Product" means Reebok Prestige

product subject to the Centennial Plan and Rockport product subject
to the Marathon Plan.

Both categories of product were offered for

sale by Reebok to its dealers during the Relevant Period, defined
below;
b.

"Dealer" means any person, corporation or firm

not owned by Reebok that in the course of its business sells any
Reebok products;
c.
International,
other

"Defendant"

Inc., its affiliates,

organizational units

Company,
assigns;

or

"Reebok"

means

subsidiaries,

of any kind,

Reebok

divisions and

including The Rockport

that sold affected Reebok product; their successors and
their

officers,

directors,

employees,

agents,

representatives and other persons acting on their behalf;
d.

"Minimum Retail Price" means the minimum retail

prices established by Reebok for Reebok products and by Rockport
for

Rockport

products

and

communicated

to

Reebok

and

Rockport

dealers;
e.

"Plaintiffs,"

"Plaintiff

States,"

and

"the

States" mean those States filing their action in their sovereign
6

capacities and as parens patriae on behalf of all natural person
citizens residing in their States who purchased affected Reebok
product during the relevant period;
f.

"Reebok Pricing

Policies"

means

the pricing

policy announced by Reebok in November 1992, which became effective
as the Centennial Plan on January 1, 1993, and the pricing policy
introduced by Rockport in October 1992, which became effective as
the Marathon Program in July 1993.

Both of these pricing policies

set forth minimum retail prices for affected Reebok product;
g.

"Reebok products" means all footwear products

manufactured by or for Reebok and distributed under the Reebok or
Rockport brand labels;
h.

"Relevant period"

means

the period

between

January 1, 1990 to and including December 31, 1994;
i.
price ceiling,

"Resale price" means any price,

price floor,

price range or any mark-up formula or margin of

profit used by any dealer for pricing any Reebok product.

"Resale

price" includes, but is not limited to, any suggested, established
or customary resale price, as well as the retail price advertised,
promoted or offered for sale by any dealer.

IV.
PLAINTIFFS
7.

The

States

bring

this

action

in their

capacities and as parens patriae on behalf of all natural persons
residing in the States who purchased affected Reebok products sold

7

sovereig

and/or distributed by the Defendants
during the relevant period.

and their co-conspirators,

The parens patriae group has sustained

damages as a result of the violations by Defendants and their co
conspirators of section 1 of the Sherman Act,

15 U.S.C.

§ 1 and

those sections of state law set forth in Sections IX - LX of this
Complaint.

V.
DEFENDANTS
8.

Defendant

Reebok

is

a

corporation

organized,

existing and doing business under and by virtue of the laws of
the

Commonwealth

of Massachusetts

with

its

principal

place

of

business at 100 Technology Center Drive, Stoughton, Massachusetts.
Defendant Rockport is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Reebok with its
principal

place

of

business

at

220

Donald

Lynch

Boulevard,

Marlboro, Massachusetts.
9.

Defendant Reebok is now and for some time has been

engaged in the offering for sale, sale and distribution of Reebok
and Rockport
United

brand

States,

footwear

to

dealers

including many department

located
stores

throughout
and

the

nationwide

retail outlets.
10.

Defendants JOHN DOE 1 through 500 are those dealers

of Reebok products who participated in the contract,

combination

or conspiracy alleged herein and sold such products to members of
the parens patriae group.

8

VI.
CO-CONSPIRATORS
11.

Various

firms,

persons,

corporations

and

othe

business entities, known and unknown to Plaintiffs and not named
as defendants herein, have participated as co-conspirators with the
Defendants in the violations alleged in this Complaint and have
performed acts and made statements in furtherance thereof.

VII.
TRADE AND COMMERCE
12.

During

the

relevant

period,

Reebok

sold

products to dealers located throughout the United States.

Reebok
Reebok

products were transported across state lines and were sold in the
various States by dealers.
13.

The Reebok products sold and distributed by Reebok

to its dealers in the States were shipped in interstate commerce.
14.
distributing,

The

activities

of

Reebok,

and selling Reebok products,

including
were

receiving,

in the regular,

continuous and substantial flow of interstate commerce and have had
and do have a substantial effect upon interstate commerce.

VIII.
FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
15.
until

at

Beginning in January 1990 and continuing thereafte

least

conspirators

December

engaged

31,

in an

1994,

unlawful
9

Defendants
contract,

and

their

combination,

co
or

conspiracy,
commerce,

in unreasonable restraint of the interstate trade and

in violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act,

15 U.S.C.

§ 1.
16-

The

combination

continuing

agreement,

Defendants

and

and

understanding

conspiracy

consisted

of

or

of

among

their co-conspirators,

concert
the

action

substantial

terms

a

of

which were to fix, raise, maintain or stabilize the retail prices
at which affected Reebok products were advertised and sold to the
consuming public.
17.

For

the

purpose

of

forming,

effectuating

furthering the conspiracy, the Defendants and their^eo-conspirators
did those things which they combined,, agreed and conspired to do,
including, among other things, the following:
a.

In

November

1992,

Reebok

announced

its

Centennial Policy, to be effective January 1, 1993, which set forth
minimum retail prices on certain of its Reebok brand products;
b.
policy,

which

In October 1992, Rockport instituted a pricing

became the Marathon

Program

in July

1993,

which

program set forth minimum retail prices on certain of its Rockport
brand products;
c.

In the Fall of 1992, Reebok met with certain

of its large retail accounts to discuss the terms and conditions
of

the Reebok

and Rockport pricing policies

and

solicited

and

obtained agreements from these dealers not to advertise or sell
below

the

minimum

retail

prices

policies;
10

set

forth

in

the

pricing

an

d.

As

a

result

the

of

modified

certain

of

restrictions

policies

relating

to permissible

these

agreements,

imposed

by

sales windows

and

Reebok

the

pricing

promotional

prices;
e.

The penalty

for non-compliance was

Reebok's

cancellation of orders and/or refusal to take future orders for
products which were subject to the policies.
right

to

take

other

action,

up

to

Reebok reserved the

and

including

total

discontinuation of its business, against dealers who deviated from
the policies;
f.
which

Reebok sales people monitored the prices

affected Reebok product was

at

being advertised and sold by

Reebok dealers;
g.

When

Reebok

representatives

discovered

instances where dealers were selling affected Reebok product at
prices

lower

than

the

minimum

retail

prices,

these

sales

representatives solicited and obtained agreements from dealers to
raise the selling prices on affected Reebok product to Reebok1s
minimum retail prices;
h.
dealers

when they

Reebok

sales

representatives

discovered advertisements

of

also

contacted

affected

Reebok

product that contained prices below Reebok minimum retail prices.
Reebok sales representatives solicited and obtained agreements from
Reebok dealers

to

cease publication of such "advertisements,

to

insert disclaimers excluding Reebok products from store sales and
to use Reebok minimum retail prices in future advertisements.
11

IX.
SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
18.

Plaintiff State of New York repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
19.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of New York General
Business Law §340 et seq.

X.
THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
20.

Plaintiff State of Connecticut repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
21.

The aforementioned

conspiracy

by defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Connecticut Gen.
Stat. §35-24 et seq. and §42-110a et seq.

XI.
FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
22.

Plaintiff Delaware repeats and realleges each and

every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7 with the same force
and effect as if here set forth in full.
23.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Delaware Code
Ann. Tit.

6 §2101 et seq.
12

XII.
FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
24.

Plaintiff District of Columbia repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
25.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

their co-conspirators were and are

by

defendants

and

in violation of District of

Columbia Code §28-4501 et sea. (1981).

XIII.
SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
26.

Plaintiff State of Hawaii repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
27.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Hawaii Revised
Stat. §480-1 et s e a . §481-1 et se a .

XIV.
SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
28.

Plaintiff Idaho repeats and realleges each and every

allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same force and

effect as if here set forth in full.
29.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Idaho Code §48101 et s e a .. §48-401 et sea.. §18-5201.
13

XV.
EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
30.

Plaintiff State of Illinois repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
31.
their

The

aforementioned

co-conspirators

were

and

conspiracy
are

in

by

defendants

violation

Antitrust Act 740 ILCS 10/1 et se e ; 38 111. Rev.

and

of

Illinois

Stat.

§60-1 et

s e a ; 121 1/2 111. Rev. Stat. §262.

/

XVI.
NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
32.

Plaintiff State of Kansas repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
33.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Kansas Stat.
Ann. §50-101, §50-102, §50-112, §50-113 and §50-117.

XVII.
TENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
34.

Plaintiff State of Kentucky repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
35.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Ky. Rev. Stat.
14

367.175; Ky. Rev. Stat. §355.020 et seer.

XVIII.
ELEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
36.

Plaintiff State of Maine repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
37.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of 10 Me.

and
Rev.

Stat. §1101; 5 Me. Rev. Stat. §206 et seq.

XIX.
TWELFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
38.

Plaintiff State of Maryland repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
39.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Maryland Com.
Law Code Ann. §11-204(a)(1).

XX.
THIRTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
40.

Plaintiff Commonwealth of Massachusetts repeats and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
41.

The

aforementioned
15

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of 93 Massachusetts
Gen. Laws §1 et seq; 93A Mass. Gen Laws §1 et se a .

XXI.
FOURTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
42.

Plaintiff State of Montana repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
43.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Montana Rev.
Code Ann. §30-14-101 et seq.; §30-14-201 et seq.: §27-19-202.

XXII.
FIFTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
44.

Plaintiff State of New Jersey repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
45.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of New Jersey Stat.
Ann., title 56, ch. 9, §56:9-1 et s eq.

XXIII.
SIXTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
46.

Plaintiff State of New Mexico repeats and reallege

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
same force and effect as if here set forth in full.

16

with the

47.

The aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of §1 of the New
Mexico Antitrust Act, §57-1-1 et seq. NMSA 1978

(1987 Repl.)

XXIV.
SEVENTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
48.

Plaintiff North Carolina repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if hère set forth in full.
49.

The aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of North Carolina
Gen. Stat. §§75-1, 75-1.1, 75-2 and 75-5.

XXV.
EIGHTEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
50.

Plaintiff

State

of

North

Dakota

repeats

and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
51.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of North Dakota
Cent. Code. §51-08-01 et sea.. §51-10-01 et s e q .

XXVI.
NINETEENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
52.

Plaintiff State of Ohio repeats and realleges eac

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
17

with the same

4

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
53.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Ohio Rev. Code
§§ 1331.01 et seg.

XXVII.
TWENTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
54.

Plaintiff

State

of

Rhode

Island

repeats

and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 17
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
55.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Rhode Island
Gen. Laws §§6-36-1 et s e a .. 6-13.1, 6-36-4, 6-34-4 and 6-13.1-1.

XXVIII.
TWENTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
56.

Plaintiff

State

of

South

Dakota

repeats

and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
57.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of South Dakota
Cod. Laws Ann. §37-1-3 et sea.

XXIX.
TWENTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
58.

Plaintiff State of Tennessee repeats and realleges
18

an

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
59.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Tennessee Code
Ann. §47-25-101 and §47-18-104(a) et seq.; §47-35-201 et s e q .

XXX.
TWENTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
60.

Plaintiff State of Texas repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
61.
their

The

aforementioned

co-conspirators

Enterprise

were

and

conspiracy

are

and Antitrust Act of

by

in violation

1983,

2 Tex.

defendants
of Texas

Bus.

& Com.

and
Free
Code

§15.01 et seq.

XXXI.
TWENTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
62.

Plaintiff State of Utah repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
63.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Utah Code, title
76, ch. 10, §76-10-911 et seq.

19
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XXXII.
TWENTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
64.

Plaintiff

Commonwealth

of

Virginia

repeats

and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
65.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Code of Va.,
title 59, ch.1.1, §59.1-9.1 et seq.

XXXIII.
TWENTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
66.

Plaintiff

State

of

West

Virginia

repeats

and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
67.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of West Virginia
Code §47-18-1 et seq.

XXXIV.
TWENTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
68.

Plaintiff State of California repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
69.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Ca. Business and
Professions Code §16700 et seq.; §17000-17101; §17200-17208.
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XXV.
TWENTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
70.

Plaintiff State of Michigan repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
71.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of §2 of the MARA,
MCL 445.772; MSA 28.70(2); Michigan Compiled Laws §750-151.

XXXVI.
TWENTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
72.

Plaintiff State of Arizona repeats

and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
73.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Arizona Uniform
State Antitrust Act, Ariz. Rev. Stat. Ann. §44-1402.

XXXVII.
THIRTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
74.

Plaintiff State of Arkansas repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
75.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy Tby defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Arkansas Stat.
Ann.

§4-75-301 et sea. (Repl.

1991) ; Ark.
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Stat.

Ann.

§70-301 et

s

s e a : §§70-101, 70-120-122.

XXVIII.
THIRTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
76.

Plaintiff State of Colorado repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
77.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of

and

§6-4-101 et

s e a , of the Colorado Antitrust Act of 1992; §6-4-104, C.R.S.

(1993

Supp.) of the Colorado Antitrust Act of 1992; §6-4-112, C.R.S. of
the Colorado Antitrust Act of 1992; Title VI, Art. II, §6-2-101.

XXXIX.
THIRTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
78.

Plaintiff

State of Florida repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
79.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Florida Statutes
§501.201 et sea.: §542.18.

XL.
THIRTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
80.

Plaintiff

State of Georgia repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
22

with the

•*

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
81.
their

The

co-conspirators

were

aforementioned
and

are

in

conspiracy

violation

of

by
Off.

defendants
Code

Georgia Ann. §13-8-2.

XLI.
THIRTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
82.

Plaintiff State of Indiana repeats

and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
83.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Indiana Code
Ann. §24-1-2-1, §24-2-1.

XLI I.
THIRTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
84.

Plaintiff State of Iowa repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
85.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Iowa Competition
Law, Iowa Code §553.1 et seq.

XLIII.
THIRTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
86.

Plaintiff State of Louisiana repeats and realleges
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each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
87.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Louisiana Rev.
Stat. title 51, part IV, §1401, et seq.

XLIV.
THIRTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
88.

Plaintiff State of Missouri repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
89.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Missouri Rev.
Stat. §416.011 et seg. , RSMo 1978.

XLV.
THIRTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
90.

Plaintiff State of Nevada repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
91.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

their co-conspirators were and are in violation
Stat. §598A.010 et sea.. §598A.260(1).

XLVI.
THIRTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
24

defendants

and

of Nevada Rev.

an

92.

Plaintiff

State

of

New

Hampshire

repeats

and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
93.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of New Hampshire
Rev. Stat. Ann. §356.1 et s e q . ; §358-A:2.

XLVII.
FORTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
94.

Plaintiff State of Oklahoma repeats and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
95.

The

aforementioned

their co-conspirators were and

conspiracy

by

are in violation

defendants

and

of 79 Oklahoma

Stat. Chap. 1 §1 et seq.

XLVIII.
FORTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
96.

Plaintiff State of Oregon repeats and realleges each

and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
97.

The

aforementioned

their co-conspirators were and

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

are in violation of Oregon Rev.

Stat. §646.705 et seq.
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IL.
FORTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
98.

Plaintiff Commonwealth of Pennsylvania repeats and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
99.

The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of 73 Pennsylvania
Stat. Ann. §201-1 et sea.

L..
FORTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
100. Plaintiff

State

of

South

Carolina

repeats

and

realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
101. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of South Carolina
Code Ann.

§39-3-10, §39-3-130, §39-5-10 et s e a .

LI.
FORTY-FOURTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
102. Plaintiff State of Washington repeats and realleges
each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
103. The

aforementioned

conspiracy "by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Washington Rev.
Code §19.86.010 et sea.
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LII.
FORTY-FIFTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
104. Plaintiff State of Wisconsin repeats and realleges
each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
105. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Wisconsin Stat.
Ann. §133.03(1), §137.01 et s e a .. §100-20 et s e a .

LII I .
FORTY-SIXTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
106. Plaintiff State of Vermont repeats

and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
107. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of 9 Vermont Stat.
Ann. §2451 et seq.

LIV.
FORTY-SEVENTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
108. Plaintiff State of Wyoming repeats

and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
109. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Wyoming Stat.
§40-4-101 et seq.
27

i

t

LV.
FORTY-EIGHTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
110. Plaintiff State of Nebraska repeats and realleges
each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
111. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants, and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Nebraska Rev.
Stat. §59-801 et seg., §59-1601 et seq. (1988).

LVI.
FORTY-NINTH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
112. Plaintiff State of Mississippi repeats and realleges
each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
113. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Mississippi Code
Ann. §75-21-1 et seq.

LVI I.
FIFTIETH CLAIM FOR RELIEF
114. Plaintiff State of Alabama repeats

and realleges

each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
115. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Alabama Code 810-1 et s e q .
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LVIII.
FIFTY-FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF
116. Plaintiff State of Alaska repeats and realleges each
and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the same

force and effect as if here set forth in full.
117. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Alaska Stat.
§45.50.471 et seg., §45.50.562.

LIX.
FIFTY-SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF
118. Plaintiff State of Minnesota repeats and realleges
each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7

with the

same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
119. The

aforementioned

conspiracy

by

defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Minnesota Stat.
§325D.49 et sea. (1992).

LX.
FIFTY-THIRD CLAIM FOR RELIEF
120. Plaintiff Commonwealth of Puerto Rico repeats and
realleges each and every allegation contained in paragraphs 1 - 1 7
with the same force and effect as if here set forth in full.
121. The

aforementioned

conspiracy T>y defendants

and

their co-conspirators were and are in violation of Puerto Rico Laws
Ann. title 10, ch. 13, §257-276.
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LXI.
EFFECTS
122.

The

aforesaid

unlawful

contract,

combination

conspiracy had the following effects, among others:
a.
sold

throughout

raised,

The purchase prices for affected Reebok product
the United

maintained

or

States

and

stabilized

at

Puerto

Rico

artificial

were

fixed,

noncompetitive

levels;
b.

Price

competition

among

authorized

Reebok

dealers for the sale of affected Reebok product to the public was
restrained; and
c.

Residents

of

the

States

were

denied

the

benefits of free and open competition among Reebok dealers and, as
a result,

paid more for affected Reebok product than they would

have paid in a competitive market.

LXI I.
INJURY
123. As a result of the illegal contract, combination or
conspiracy alleged above, natural persons residing in the States
sustained injury to their property.
124. Natural

persons

residing

within

the

States

are

threatened with further injury to their property unless defendant
is enjoined from its illegal conduct.
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PRAYER FOR RELIEF
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray that the Court:
a.

Adjudge and decree that Reebok has engaged in

an unlawful contract in violation of Section 1 of the Sherman Act,
15 U.S.C. § 1;
b.

Adjudge and decree that Reebok has engaged in

an unlawful contract in violation of the state statutes referred
to in Sections IX - LX above;
c.

Enter judgment in favor of Plaintiffs, in their

sovereign capacities and as parens patriae, and against Defendants,
jointly and severally, for threefold the damages determined to have
been sustained by natural persons residing within the States;
d.
corporation

for

Enter

judgment

the maximum penalty

against
allowed

each
under

Defendant
those

state

statutes enumerated in Sections IX - LX;
e.

Award Plaintiffs the cost of suit,

including

reasonable attorney's fees;
f.

Enjoin and restrain Reebok,

its

successors,

assigns, subsidiaries and transferees, and its officers, directors,
agents, employees, and all other persons acting or claiming to act
on behalf thereof or in concert therewith,
directly

or

indirectly,

maintaining

or

from,

renewing

in any manner,
the

aforesaid

contract or any concert of action having similar purpose or effect,
and

from

adopting

or

following

any

practice,

plan,

program

or

design having a similar purpose or effect; and
g.

Grant such other and further relief as the case
31

may

require

and thé

Court may deem

just

and

proper

under

the

circumstances.

JURY DEMAND
PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that Plaintiffs demand

a trial

by jury

pursuant to Rule 38(b) of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure of
all issues triable of right by a jury.

Dated: May 4, 1995
DENNIS C. VACCO
Attorney General of New York
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Attorney
General, Public Advocacy
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New York, New York 10271
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